T raditionally, the evaluation of marketing faculty performance has been based on three basic activities: teaching, research, and service. Because numerous factors influence the relative importance of these activities, many researchers have examined the perceived importance of teaching, research, and service among marketing faculty members with respect to performance evaluations under different settings. The majority of the studies have found that research is perceived to play the most important role in faculty evaluations (Bohrer and Dolphin 1985; Browne and Becker 1985; Burnett, Amason, and Cunningham 1989; Fry, Walters, and Scheuermann 1985; Luke and Doke 1987; McCullough, Wooten. and Ryan 1981; Tong and Bures 1987) . Thus, much evidence suggests that academicians consider research more important than either teaching or service.
fore, a faculty member may have no choice but to spend more effort on an activity that he or she considers secondary to another activity.
For example, if teaching is inherently more time consuming than research, one would be forced to spend more effort on teaching than on research even if one considers research to be more important. Most junior marketing faculty members would rate research higher in importance than teaching in promotion and tenure decisions. Yet, they may have to allocate a substantial amount of their work time to class preparations, class projects, grading, and other labor intensive teaching activities. Second, a faculty member who prefers the teaching part of his or her job to the research part may allocate more effort to teaching than to research even if he or she considers research a more important activity. Third, a faculty member may allocate his or her effort among the three activities on the basis of his or her perceptions of how the administrators assign importance weights to the three activities. The importance weights perceived to be assigned to teaching, research, and service by administrators may be different from a faculty member's own weights. Finally, faculty effort allocation patterns may differ hy individual and work environment characteristics. For example, an untenured junior faculty member in an American Assembly of Collegiate Schools of Business (AACSB) accredited school with a strong research mission is likely to allocate more effort to research than a tenured senior faculty member in a school not accredited by AACSB with a strong teaching and modest research tnission. An untenured junior faculty member will have to stand for crucial promotion and tenure decisions that require research productivity whereas a senior tenured faculty member does not. Free of the pressures of tenure and promotion decisions, some tenured senior faculty members may choose to allocate substantially more time to teaching and service. Thus, it should not be implicitly assumed that most faculty members allocate more effort to research simply because they consider it more important than other activities. There is a gap in our current knowledge about effort allocation.
Furthermore, teaching, research, and service do not encompass the universe of all professional activities. Many marketing faculty members engage in external activities for supplemental compensation, such as consulting, expert testimony, and textbook writing for proftt. Though it is reasonable to assume that these activities command only a small percentage of the average faculty member's work time, they are often acknowledged by senior faculty members and administrators. Thus, the typical faculty member in reality allocates professional effort among teaching, research, service, and external compensation activities.
With increasing scrutiny by vigilant watchdogs and sometimes politically motivated legislators who detennine state appropriations, faculty members in general are being asked increasingly to account for and justify their professional activities. Of particular interest to some critics is the relative emphasis on teaching and research activities of university professors.
The purpose of our article is twofold. First, we report the results of an investigation of (1) how marketing faculty members allocate their effort among teaching, research, service, and consulting, (2) the differences in the effort allocation patterns among marketing faculty members in various groups defined by such individual and work environment variables as tenure status, academic rank, type of school, and highest degree earned, and (3) the relationship between marketing faculty members' teaching effectiveness and satisfaction with various aspects of their job and their effort allocation patterns. Second, on the basis of the reported empirical fmdings and inferences drawn from those findings, we offer several specific administrative recommentations that we believe would enhance the marketing education effectiveness of individual faculty members and departments.
Prior Research
Marketing academicians work in heterogeneous environments that lead to different work styles. Sheth (1983) , for example, suggested that two classes of marketing educators have emerged: those who are research oriented and those who are teaching oriented. Zey-Ferrell and Baker (1984) surveyed the faculty members of one regional public university to detennine (among other things) the actual and ideal academic work styles appropriate to achieve university goals. Only 52 business school faculty members from four unidentified departments participated in their study. The authors classified marketing faculty members into a typology of eight academic work styles based on all possible combinations of emphasis on the three classical academic activities-teaching, research, and service. These work styles are summarized in Exhibit 1. in this typology, emphasized roles are capitalized (T, R, S), and the others are reported in lowercase characters. Therefore, a TrS orientation defines a work style in which teaching and service activities are emphasized equally and research is deemphasized. Glisan and Ferrell (1987) followed with a national study of marketing educators in which the participants were asked to choose from the finite list of eight work styles reported in Exhibit 1 to indicate the work style that (1) was most important for rewards at their university and (2) best described how they spent their professional time. They found a significant positive correlation between the work style chosen by marketing academicians and the work style perceived to be encouraged and rewarded by the college or university. Furthermore, they found that the majority of marketing faculty members fit into three work-style categories: (1) Trs, primarily teaching orientation. (2) tRs, primarily research orientation, and (3) TRs, combined teaching and research orientation. These findings were also supported by Robicheaux and Boya (1989) .
Though there are three dominant work styles according to the studies cited, evidence suggests that, for many marketing faculty members, considerable emphasis is devoted to research. Teaching receives much less attention. Emphasis on research begins in one's doctoral education. Burkholder and Stevens (1987) , in a survey of doctoral programs, found that the perceived primary role of doctoral programs is to prepare researchers. On the basis of the percentage weights given to four general areas of business administration, the emphases on research and teaching were 40.9% and 8.5%, respectively. Furthermore, teaching skills were taught in only 23.1% of the schools surveyed.
McCuUough, Wooten, and Ryan (198!) , in a survey of deans at AACSB accredited schools, found that more than 90% require publication by faculty members before granting promotion to a higher academic rank. Fry, Walters, and Scheuermann (1985) reported that a large number of university administrators place primary importance on research and writing in tenure and promotion decisions. Other research also attests to the dominance of research in faculty evaluation (Bohrer and Dolphin 1985; Browne and Becker 1985; Luke and Doke 1987) .
Consistent with these observations is Burnett, Amason. and Cunningham's (1989) finding that marketing faculty members perceive publishing to produce the greatest income rewards. Teaching was perceived lo produce marginal rewards, whereas service was perceived to produce no income rewards. Tong and Bures (1987) reported that business faculty members in six southern states rated publishing articles in professional journals to be much more important than teaching. Teer and Wisdom (1989) found differences in the importance of teaching and research among deans, department heads, and marketing faculty members. They state: "... department heads and faculty ranked the current importance of research significantly higher than that reported by the deans. For some reason, these department heads and faculty presently feel pressure for more research than deans think they are demanding" (p. 16). They suggest that deans may desire a greater teaching emphasis but unconsciously provide higher rewards for research. As suggested by Burnett, Amason, and Cunningham (1989) , faculty members respond to these actions. i4ence, it appears that faculty members perceive the reward structure to be highly correlated with research productivity as opposed to teaching and service efforts.
Conversely, Clement, Stevens, and Brenenstuhl (1985) found that department heads al business scbools accredited by AACSB ranked teaching first and research second in their evaluation of faculty members. Seldin (1985) found that though crucial, a research and publication record was not as important as teaching in faculty evaluation according to deans of AACSB-accredited business schools. Beltramini, Schlacter, and Kelley (1985) found that emphasis on teaching was weighted slightly higher than research at all academic ranks. Furthermore, according to their study, though the weight for teaching steadily increases as one goes from assistant professor rank to full professor rank, the weight for research stays somewhat stable when one goes from the assistant rank to the associate rank and increases at the full professor rank. The weight for service follows a pattern that complements that of research; that is, it decreases at the professor level while staying stable as one progresses fix)m assistant to associate.
Hypotheses and Method
The literature suggests that marketing faculty members in various groups are likely to differ in allocating their effort among the four professional activities. Therefore, we developed the following hypotheses on the basis of current knowledge generated by prior research. As no strong directionality is suggested by prior research, the hypotheses are stated in the null form.
HI: There are no differences in the allocation of marketing faculty effort among teaching, research, service, and consulting across different academic ranks (instructor, assistant professor, associate professor, professor). H2: There are no differences in the allocation of effort to teaching, research, service, and consulting between tenured and untenured marketing faculty members.
H3: There are no differences in the allocation of effort to teaching, research, service, and consulting activities by marketing facully members based on highest degree eamed (MA/ MS/MBA, PhD, DBA). H4: There are no differences in the allocation of effort among teaching, research, service, and consulting activities among marketing faculty members teaching at schools that offer different types of degrees (associate, bachelor's, master's, doctorate), H5: Tbere are no differences in tbe allocation of effort to teaching, research, service, and consulting activities between marketing faculty members at AACSB-accredited and nonaccredited schools.
Because of the lack of prior empirical research to provide a foundation, no hypotheses were developed for differences in marketing faculty members' teaching effectiveness and job satisfaction as they relate to different workstyles.
Our data came from a questionnaire that was part of a larger comprehensive study designed to address several other issues. The questionnaire was pretested twice. The first refinement was done by using inputs from a convenience sample of 15 marketing professors. Next, the questionnaire was pilot tested among a sample of 250 marketing faculty members chosen randomly from the most current American Marketing Association (AMA) membership directory. Seventy-two usable responses were returned, a 28.8% response rate. The pilot test indicated that there was no need for further refinements of the instrument. An additional 2000 instruments were mailed to other marketing faculty members chosen randomly from the same directory. A total of 543 usable questionnaires were returned from this mailing (a response rate of 27.2%). All usable responses from the two mailings were combined, resulting in an over- all response rate of 27.3%. This rate is very similar to the 28.5% rate obtained by Myers, Massy, and Greyser (1980) in their survey of the AMA membership. The self-administered instrument contained the following question asking the respondent to indicate his or her effort allocation.
How do you actually allocate your professional effort to these four activities at the present time? Indicate the relative importance of each area by assigning some number of [Xiints to each so that the total points allocated sums to 100.
Teaching
Research Service Consulting Total 100 points pomts points points pomts
The instrument also included measures of the faculty member's individual as well as work environment characteristics, such as tenure status, academic rank, and type of school. Tfcaching effectiveness was measured by asking respondents to self-evaluate their teaching on a 5-point rating scale with labels ranging from "poor" (1) to "excellent" (5). Job satisfaction was measured on a 5-point rating scale with response categories ranging from "very positive" (I) to "very negative" (5). Respondents were asked to rate their satisfaction with (1) people with whom they work, (2) their compensation package, (3) research support, (4) students, (5) job security, (6) departmental leadership, and (7) college leadership. Differences based on individual and work environment characteristics were analyzed by using Pain of groups connccled by bracketsdiffersignificantly at 5% alpha level (SchelTf lesl).
ANOVA. Pairwise comparisons were made by using the Scheffe test with a 5% alpha level.
Results
Exhibits 2, 3, and 4 provide summary results of this investigation. Exhibit 2 shows that, in the total sample, the proportion-of-effort allocations vary significantly across the four activities (p = .000). Teaching received the highest effort allocation (43.1%), followed by research (31.5%), service (17.1%). and consulting (8.0%). However, interesting variations are observed when the responses are analyzed by comparing various groups within the sample.
Academic Rank and Itnure
Results of ANOVA tests based on academic rank reject HI and indicate that there are differences in the way marketing faculty members with different academic ranks allocate their effort among the four activities (Exhibit 2). Though the effort allocation pattern for the overall sample seems to hold for each rank, subtle but statistically significant differences are present. For example, the average weights of teaching do not differ significantly among the assistant, associate, and full professor levels. Instructors allocate significantly more effort to teaching than do persons at other ranks. Research emphasis is significantly higher at the assistant professor level than at the associate and full professor levels. Interestingly, no significant difference is found in research emphasis between associate and full professors, nor is any significant difference found between full professors and instructors. Professors allocate more effort to service than do either assistant or associate professors, but not significantly more than instructors. Associate professors allocate more effort to service than do assistant professors. Thus, effort allocation to service increases as the rank goes from assistant to full professor. Though there is a gradual increase in effort allocated to consulting, the only significant difference is between full and assistant professors with professors being considerably more active. The fact that instructors allocate roughly 8.0% of their effort to consulting activities is interesting. The effort allocation within each rank also shows some variation. As expected, instructors allocate much more effort to teaching than to the other areas. The relative emphasis between teaching and research activities is more balanced among assistant professors, who allocate 44.0% to teaching and 37.3% to research-a difference of only 6.7 percentage points. The discrepancy between teaching and research efforts is 11.8 percentage points among associate professors and 12.4 percentage points among full professors.
The overall results of the tenure status tests reject the second null hypothesis. When the four activities are analyzed separately, interesting variations emerge (Exhibit 2). When tenured faculty members are compared with untenured faculty members in terms of their effort aUocation to teaching, no practically significant differences are observed. However, untenured faculty members allocate significantly more effort to research than do tenured faculty members (35.5% vs. 28.5%). Conversely, tenured faculty members perform significantly more service and consulting than do untenured faculty members.
Exhibit 3 compares effort allocation of tenured and untenured faculty members within each academic rank. Inspection of this table produces some interesting observations. Untenured assistant professors, for example, emphasize research more than any other group. No significant differences are observed on either teaching or research between tenured and untenured associate professors. Though not significantly different from one another, both groups emphasize research more than professors and tenured assistant professors. Tenured associate and assistant professors devote significantly more effort to service than do their untenured counterparts.
Highest Degree Earned As expected, faculty members without a terminal degree allocate more effort to teaching than do those holding terminal degrees (Exhibit 2). Also, DBA's allocate more effort to teaching than do PhD's. An opposite relationship holds for research effort. PhD recipients allocate considerably more effort to research than do the other groups. No significant differences are observed in service or consulting. The data provide strong support for rejection of the third null hypothesis. Effort allocations do vary significantly by highest degree earned.
Highest Degree Offered The higher the degree offered by a college or university, the less emphasis is placed on teaching and the more emphasis is placed on research according to the data summarized in Exhibit 2. However, pairwise comparisons indicate that schools offering master's degrees do not differ from schools offering doctorates with respect to teaching. Doctoral-degree-granting institutions place significantly more emphasis on research than do schools offering only master's degrees. No significant differences are found between service and consulting effort allocations. Thus, the fourth nuH hypothesis is rejected. terparts at unaccredited schools. No significant differences are found for service and consulting activities. Hence, some support is found for rejection of the fifth null hypothesis.
Accreditation Status

Work-Style Orientation and Ibaching Effectiveness
Respondents' reported effort allocation weights were used to classify them into work-style categories similar to those developed hy Zey-Ferrell and Baker (1984) . Consistent with prior fmdings (Glisan and FerTell 1987) , the majority of marketing faculty memhers (83.2% of the sample) placed themselves either in a teaching (Trs), a research (tRs), or a teaching-research (TRs) work style (41.0%, 21.9%, and 20.3%, respectively) according to a scheme that considered both absolute and relative weights assigned to teaching, research, and service. The analysis of differences in teaching effectiveness and job satisfaction is conducted with these three groups only, as the other work-style groups contained too few respondents for reliable comparisons.
It is encouraging that the average self-reported teaching effectiveness of marketing faculty members as a whole is high (Exhibit 4). However, ANOVA results indicate that the self-evaluations of teaching effectiveness differ significantly among the three work-style groups. Pairwise comparisons show that faculty members who are predominantly teachers, the Trs group, evaluate themselves as more effective in teaching than do those who are predominantly researchers, the tRs group. Faculty members who have the TRs work style do not differ significantly from either group. These findings are also supported by statistically significant (p = .01) correlations between self-reported teaching effectiveness and weights assigned to teaching and research (.12 and -.16, respectively).
Work-Style Orientation and Job Satisfaction
Exhibit 4 shows the results of ANOVA tests conducted with each dimension of job satisfaction as well as a composite score calculated by summing the scores of all seven dimensions. Only two of the seven components of job satisfaction show significant differences among marketing faculty members who are classified into one of three work-style categories. Marketing faculty members whose dominant work style is Trs are significantly less satisfied with the research support they receive than are those with work styles of tRs and TRs. Though marginally significant, the differences in feelings toward students among the three groups are not large enough to draw conclusions by comparing them on a pairwise basis.
Perhaps Exhibit 4 is most revealing in that the overall job satisfaction average among the majority of marketing faculty members is only 2.55 on a 5-point scale (1 = positive, 5 = negative). Other observations that may be of interest are that the highest levels of satisfaction are with job security and coworkers and the lowest are with compensation.
Implications for Improving Marketing Education
Our research makes two major contributions to the marketing education literature. The first contribution is studying marketing faculty members' effort allocation among professional activities with the addition of consulting to the list. Though the percentage of effort reports are self reports and thus subject to citicism, they provide some empirical evidence that consulting activities do not consume large proportions of marketing faculty effort. The second major contribution is comparing marketing faculty members who have different work styles in terms of their teaching effectiveness and satisfaction with various aspects of their job.
In evaluating these findings, the following points should be considered. Because the sample was drawn from the most current AMA membership directory, the findings of this study may not represent all marketing faculty members. Though the statistical procedures used can account for differences between group sizes in testing differences between groups, some comparisons must be intetpreted cautiously because of large differences in group sizes. For example, the number of instructors in the sample is much smaller than the number of people of other ranks.
On the basis of the reported effort allocations of marketing faculty members in the study, the majority of marketing faculty members appear to be primarily "teachers." Tfeaching not only received the highest effort allocation, but it had an average value that was approximately 37% higher than that of research. The same pattern is observed when comparisons are made across traditional academic descriptors (rank, tenure, highest degree earned, etc.). Furthermore, faculty members who allocate more effort to teaching see themselves as more effective in the classroom than those who concentrate on research.
The results presented here are not contrary to previous findings indicating that marketing faculty members consider scholarly research to be more important than either teaching or service performance. Rather, they reveal additional information about the actual work styles of marketing faculty members. These findings suggest that teaching and service activities consume considerable proportions of contemporary college and university professors' efforts. There is strong evidence that teaching and research activities dominate marketing faculty work styles. Service is clearly a secondary activity and activities for extra compensation consume a relatively small proportion of faculty members' effort.
That marketing professors allocate more effort to their teaching responsibilities (43.1% of their total professional effort) than they do to any other activity is significant. We found also that teaching effort as a percentage of total effort does not differ significantly between assistant, associate, and full professors. These findings indicate clearly that teaching continues to be an important part of college and university professors' work styles. As some respondents may consider "teaching-related activities" (e.g., thesis supervision, curriculum revision, course development) as service, the 43.1% estimate may acmally understate the teaching effort among the population.
We believe several implications for administering the teaching function follow naturally from our findings. Though the findings indicate clearly that teaching is the dominant activity of marketing faculty members, our collective personal experiences and discussions with numerous colleagues lead us to believe that very few programs actually manage that activity with any kind of precision. Most faculty members learn to teach on the job and, worse, on their own. Typically, faculty members are hired and assigned classes to teach. Few colleagues or administrators take any time or make any effort to train them to teach. Most assume that new faculty members who have proven their research abilities through the completion of their dissertation project have also mastered the science and art of classroom teaching. The approach used by almost all schools is analogous to the assumption that fans who watch a lot of basketball games can lake the court and compete successfully as basketball players.
We believe marketing educators have an obligation to teach prospective marketing faculty members how to teach. Prospective teachers could benefit greatly from some basic knowledge about theories of teaching and learning. Testing and evaluating student performance are critical topics. Such instruction can be accomplished through doctoral program classwork and/or special seminars hosted for heterogeneous groups of doctoral candidates.
Properly supervised on-the-job-experience can also be used effectively to train teachers. We need not stick to outdated notions of faculty rote descriptions, however. Rather, we need to design flexible workload systems to take advantage of differences in productivity levels of faculty members in a department. Instead of assigning every faculty member the same job tasks, such as six or nine hours of classes each term, we should identify master leachers, those who have proven themselves to be the most effective classroom instructors. Some may excel in small and others in large class settings. Some may excel in the case method. These faculty members could be assigned to serve as trainers, supervisors, and/or mentors for junior faculty members or those whose job performance indicates the need for remedial teaching training.
Such close and professional supervision is invaluable for improving productivity in teaching, from which the overall education system would benefit. Ultimately, students would benefit for they would receive a better education and be better prepared for the increasingly complex challenges of the work place. The approach would benefit junior faculty members who will be subject to, as well as senior faculty members and administrators who must make, tough (and getting tougher) promotion and tenure decisions. Also, the mentoring activities would reveal and cultivate administrative capacities among faculty members.
The literature suggests that many business school administrators want to emphasize teaching but reward research. After more than two decades of pressure to raise the scholarly productivity of business faculty members, many observers in our society are demanding that faculty members give more attention to their teaching responsibilities. Our findings indicate that marketing faculty members do, on average, devote considerably more effort to teaching than to any other activity. There does appear to be an incongruence between faculty effort and the reward structure as there is considerable dissatisfaction with faculty compensation. To minimize the potential for faculty dissatisfaction associated with confiicts between individual and institutional preferences, departments should develop explicit statements of work style and performance expectations. Such expectations should correlate closely with department and college mission statements, which are important documents for accreditation/reaccreditation application.
Each faculty member should participate in the development of and be subject to a clear statement (revised annu-ally) of effort allocation and output expectations. Failing to plan leads inevitably to failure. Each junior, midlevel, and senior member of a marketing department should know the relative emphasis expected in terms of teacbing, researcb, and service effort and output. Junior faculty should focus on establishing a research record. Tenured associates ougbt to assume research and teaching mentor responsibilities, which would provide opportunities to develop and demonstrate academic administrative and leadership capabilities. Senior faculty ougbt to play primary roles (i.e., carry tbe burden) in teaching and service. Tbeir experience sbould benefit students directly in tbe classroom and indirectly in tbe committe meetings wbere curricula and policy decisions are made. Of course, input should be solicited from junior faculty so that tbeir fresh insights can be incorporated in decisions. Future research is warranted to evaluate more completely tbe relationship between work-style expectations, actual effort, and reward systems.
Finally, in light of society's growing interest in accountability for bigber education expenditures, college and university administrators ougbt to develop reliable information about actual faculty work styles so tbat meaningful responses can be made to critics who charge tbat teaching is no longer considered important by professors. We hope tbat tbe researcb reported here can serve as a model for institutional studies of faculty work styles. Explicit recognition of the diversity of faculty members' contributions sbould lead to formal planning of diverse effort and output expectations and more ralional reward systems.
